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REMARKS 

Reconsideration and allowance of the subject patent application are respectfully 
requested. 

The office action suggests that Figures 1-4 should be designated with the legend 
"Prior Art". However, these figures are in fact used to explain and understand non- 
limiting example embodiments of the invention and thus the labeling of these figures as 
proposed in the office action is believed to be inappropriate. Consequently, 
reconsideration of this suggestion is respectfully requested. 

Claims 1-42 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. Section 101 as allegedly being 
directed to non-statutory subject matter. Independent claims 1 , 38 and 42 have been 
amended to address this issue and withdrawal of this rejection is respectfully requested. 

Claims 1, 34, 42, 43 and 44 have been amended to address the objections noted 
in the office action. Other amendments of a formal nature have been made to certain 
claims. 

Claims 25, 30 and 33 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. Section 1 12, second 
parargaph, as allegedly being indefinite. Claims 25 and 30 have been amended to 
correct the minor informalities noted in the office action. With respect to claims 19 and 
33, Applicant respectfully submits that the recited subject matter is clear and definite. 
The language "determining an angular dependency for said personal space in 
dependence upon said velocity" simply means that the "size" or "depth" of personal 
space around an entity need not be uniform and can vary with angle, for example, 
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relative to the direction of travel. Furthermore, this angular dependency can vary 
according to velocity. This is explained with reference to Figure 12. 

Without acquiescing in the propriety of the double patenting rejection, Applicant 
submits a terminal disclaimer to expedite prosecution. 

Applicant gratefully acknowledges that claims 45 and 46 are allowed and that 
claims 5 and 10 contain allowable subject matter. 

Claims 1-4. 6-9, 1 1-33, 35-44. 47 and 48 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. Section 
102(b) as allegedly being "anticipated" by Helbing et al. Applicant traverses this 
rejection as applied to the original claims and to the extent the rejection is alleged to 
apply to the amended claims. 

Independent claims 1, 38, 42, 43, 44, 47 and 48 each calls for determining a 
preferred step and determining whether the preferred step is feasible by considering 
whether obstructions infringe a personal space. Helbring et al. fails to disclose at least 
these features of the independent claims. In particular, Helbring et al. merely describes 
"a private sphere" (see Section III, page 4283, right-hand column) and the use of 
repulsive and attractive effects (see Section III, page 4283, right-hand column to page 
4284, left-hand column and equation 8). The non-limiting example systems and 
methods described in the subject patent application provide an accurate simulation that 
is applicable to a wide set of circumstances. Helbing, for example, provides simulations 
in simple circumstances, e.g., a straight walkway or a door. However, as more 
complicated models are used, more complex situations arise. The non-limiting example 



-20- 



KAGARLIS, Marios 

Application No. 10/526,878 

Response to Office Action dated July 21 , 2006 

systems and nnethods described in the subject patent application are better equipped to 
deal with these more complicated circumstances. 

Moreover, in Helbring et al. the pedestrian acts as if he/she would be subject to 
external forces (see Section II, page 4283, left-hand column). Thus, the pedestrian is 
not autonomous. In fact, the approach taken in Helbring et al. is deterministic, 
prescriptive and does not involve "selfish" considerations of the entity. 

For at least these reasons, withdrawal of the rejection of claims 1-4, 6-9, 1 1-33, 
35-44, 47 and 48 as anticipated by Helbing et al. is respectfully requested. 

Claim 34 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. Section 103(a) as allegedly being 
"obvious" over Helbing et al. in view of Smith. Smith does not remedy the above-noted 
deficiencies of Helbing et al. with respect to claim 1 , from which claim 34 depends. For 
at least this reason, claim 34 patentably distinguishes over the proposed Helbing et al.- 
Smith combination. 
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The pending claims are believed to be allowable and favorable office action is 

respectfully requested. 



MJS:mjs 

901 North Glebe Road, 11th Floor 
Arlington, VA 22203-1808 
Telephone: (703) 816-4000 
Facsimile: (703)816-4100 



Respectfully submitted, 
NIXON & VANDERHYE P.C. 




Mich^J. Shea 
Reg. No. 34,725 



-22- 



